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1 Reason for Contribution

During OMA TP#6 held at Berlin in September 2003, the Location WG requested the Technical Plenary to ratify a vote held regarding the MLP V3.1 from LIF and the WAP Location specification suite from the WAP Forum.

Objections were raised to ratification of the vote alleging a process violation.

On the basis of this objection and after significant discussion the TP Officers were asked to review the OMA processes to determine processes were followed.

2 Summary of Contribution

This document provides an overview of the TP Officers’ conclusions, proposes some actions to follow and the way ahead regarding the location specifications.

3 Detailed Contribution

The TP Officers have individually reviewed the alleged violation of process by the Location WG, and in doing so have identified a range of issues to varying degrees.  The following provides an overview of the items addressed.

· Applicable processes

Within TP, there are two main processes affecting the alleged process violation that were applicable at the time and approved by TP:-

· the OMA Work Programme and Release Handling Processes [RP&M Process], V1.1 (OMA-ReleaseHandling-V1_1-20030325-D) 

· the OMA Organization and Processes [OMA Process], V1.1,  (OMA-Process-V1_1-20030430-A) 

· Status of the WAP Forum

In order to validate a violation of the [RP&M Process], an analysis was made of whether the WAP Forum is an affiliate.

Input from the OMA Legal Attorney identifies that the WAP Forum is not an affiliate, in the sense that LiF, MWIF, MGIF etc. are affiliates since the legal processes by which WAP Forum consolidated with, and its work became that of, OMA were different.

· Applying the RP&M Process

Working Groups may however decide to follow the [RP&M Process] for specifications inherited from the WAP Forum, in the sense that they may choose to immediately update specifications into the OMA template without other changes or defer until the specifications require updating.  There are two specific pieces of text in section 5.12 which were closely scrutinised:-

· "…the two organisations may agree that OMA shall take over a number of specifications…"

This text is understood to mean that specifications from affiliates must first be agreed by the two organisations before being considered as formal OMA outputs. If such an agreement was made, then the rest of section 5.12 explains the process to integrate such specifications.  As WAP Forum specifications are not automatically agreed by OMA, it is legitimate that the Location WG technically reviewed the WAP Forum Location specifications.

·  “After the review has been conducted and the IPR call has been held, the document is approved by the WG and can be grouped together with other related specifications into an enabler release”.  

The intent of the text “the document is approved by the WG” may be interpreted in several different ways, ranging from mandatory enforcement on the WG to automatically approve the specifications (i.e. no choice) and leaving any subsequent approval, i.e. content of the main specification, to TP, to simply following the [OMA Process] where members of the WG use normal consensus to agree/disagree on the specifications within the WG, with final approval by TP.  It is therefore unclear as to what actions are required of the WGs.

4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

None

5 Recommendation

· Conclusion

The TP Officers has reached the following conclusions

· the WAP Forum is not an affiliate in same sense that other affiliates are, and therefore the Location WG was not obliged to follow the [RP&M Process]

· the Location WG may choose to republish the WAP Forum Location specifications as an OMA ERELD if its members so decide

· there has not been a violation of the [RP&M Process], as section 5.12 of the [RP&M Process] is ambiguous and can be interpreted in several ways

· Required actions as a consequence of this review

The TP Officers have recognised some actions that need addressing to avoid such ambiguities and confusion in the future:

· The RP&M Committee is required to clarify whether the [RP&M Process] may also apply to WAP Forum specifications.

· The RP&M Committee is required to modify the [RP&M Process] to state that WGs must follow the [OMA Process] when approving affiliate’s specifications.

· The RP&M and Ops & Procs Committees shall strive to ensure no conflict exists between the [RP&M Process] and [OMA Process] and where such conflicts may occur in future, the [OMA Process] shall have precedence.

· Going Forward

Given the different possible interpretations of the [RP&M Process] it is concluded that there has been no violation of process, and that the Location WG members were entitled to follow the [OMA Process] to decide which specifications they wished to submit to the Technical Plenary for approval.  

However given that the charter of the Location WG mandates it to seek harmonisation of location specifications, it is strongly recommended that the Location WG members also submit the WAP Forum Location specifications in addition to the LIF originated Location specifications to the Technical Plenary for approval.
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